obtained by combining Det with swój according to the rules underlying the above examples. Such a determiner applies to a CN and gives an (accusative) anaphor, in the sense of Keenan 2007 . Anaphors denote functions from binary relations (denotations of transitive verbs whose complements are anaphors) to sets. If such functions are not (accusative) extensions of type 1 quantifiers (denotations of "ordinary" NPs) then they are proper anaphors. Given this, D S can be considered as a function taking two arguments, a set and a relation, and giving as result a set (the denotation of the whole VP).
For R a binary relation xR = {y : x, y ∈ R}. To account for the possessive nature of Adets we need in addition the binary relation P OS which expresses the possessor relation (which needs not to be just ownership or authorship relation). Such a relation, contextually determined, is needed for the semantics of "ordinary" possessives as well (Peters and Westerstahl 2006) . Then:
The clause xP OS ∩ A = ∅ expresses the existential presupposition that possessives induce. The remaining part shows how the anaphoricity is expressed by the accusative case extension of the type 1 quantifier formed with D applied to A which is modified with the help of P OS. Thus Kazio hates most of his mistresses is true if K is a member of the set {x :
The above formula gives a semantics for complex Adets containing the positive"swój. Another formula is needed for Adets containing the "negative" nieswój and for those formed with binary determiners.
Interestingly, bare plural Adets like swoje (used without a "normal determiner") are more complicated to analyse. As many other possessives (or bare NPs) they are ambiguous and can have either existential or universal readings. The sentence Kazio nienawidzi swoje kochanki (K. hates his mistresses) does not imply that K. hates all of his mistresses (though this is a strongly preferable reading). There are important variations in readings of such constructions. A good approximation is to consider that bare Adets contain in fact a hidden determiner corresponding to the quantifier ALL OR SOM E.
Given the above analysis we show that the function
is not an extension of a type 1 quantifier (for any A) and that it satisfies anaphor condition AC (Keenan 2007) . Thus NP-like expressions formed from complex APdets (that is NPs formed from Adets applied to CNs) are proper anaphors.
One can generalize the notion of conservativity in the way that it applies also to functions like D S (A, R) above. Then D S (A, R) is conservative iff D is conservative. Finally, the syntactic analysis adopted here is preferable to the one in which swój would be treated as a modifier of CN (as an adjective) because in this case a compositional account would be more complicated.
